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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING .1,N1) TRIIAN DEVELOPMENT 

OFFICE OF A1)MINISTR.1TIVE 1„1,1,1; JUDI;ES 

The Secretary. I 'Hite(' St111.!s 

)Cri.11.1111t2111. 01 !lousing and )...4 a 

De‘,..elopinent, on behalf of 

Charging Party, 
) 
) 

) 

HUD AU No, 
1211E0 No.: 05-11-1088-8 

) 
) 

Rockford Villa LL,C., Laurie Holasek, 
and Rachel Stepanek, 

) 

) 
) 

Respondents. ) 

CHARGE OF DISCRINIINATION 

JURISDICTION 

On i ■ r about Joie 2. 2011. 	 ("Complainant 	'lied complanit with the 
United itatc: Depaiiment ot Housing and Urban Development ("HUD" or "the Department") 
alleging that Respondents Rockford Villa LLC. Lauriellolasek, sole member of Rockford Villa 

	

Nfl•Hle rlHitrd:-.W1 for ihe 	property, discriminated against her 

	

rair lotisnuz 	as :.imen(ed, 121: 	 „ 
k 	. 	111 1 )0«'llii)UF 	1 1. I hc Lomplamt was amended to include additional allegations, 
,ind wain in 	 111 	ii  it lti 	 1111111111,•IWo111,'Allt t11)Cr LiNd 



cause e 1st:" to believe that discriminatory housing 	hart' 	in  this ease based (in  

disability. and has atithortied and directed the issuance of this ( barge of Discrimmatiori. 

II. 	SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS IN SUPPORT OF THIS (11.1RGE 

Based on I 11.TD•s: rive,:ti2at ion or the allegations contained in the aforementioned 

complaints and the Determination of Reasonable Cause,' Rockford Villa [LC, Laurie I fola.ek. 

and Rachel Stepanek (collectively -Respondents-) are charged with violating the Act as follows: 

A. 

ft is unlawful to refuse fo make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, 

practices. or sk..Rices, when such accommodations may he necessary to afford a 
disabled person an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling. 42 U.S.C. § 
30041.1)(2); 3604( 0(3)(B); 24 	§ 100.21)4, 

2. 	It is imlawful to discriminate against ;my person in the terms, conditions, or privileges 

of a dwelling, or in the provision of services or facilities in connection with such 
dwelling. because of the disability of that person and/or any person associated with a 
person with a disability. 42 U.S.C. § 3604(0 	A.0C): 24 C.F.R. § 100.202. 

make, , 	. or publish, or cause to be made, printed, or published 
any notice, statement. or advertisement, with respect to the sale or rental of a dwelling 
unit, that indicates any preference, limitation, or discrimination based on disability, or 
an intention to make any such preference, limitation or discrimination. 42 U.S.C_ § 

3604(c); 24 C.F.R. 

4. 	It shall be 	 coerce. Intimidate:, threaten, or interfere «ith any person in the 
exercise 	enio% men! id. or oil ;10.:ntillt nr his/her /la\ im.! exercised or cfnoved. or on 
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13. 	Rime,. and Sti12Lect fInTertv 

is both physically and mentalk disabled, within the 

meaning oi the Act. Complainant...MN L'ApCtielltCli 

all 01 	 her 

to rarely leave her home and substantially impair her ability to ca rry ou t [ham, o f" her 

major life aetik ines. 

At ,ill times relevant to this Charge. Complainant 	 was Complainant 

Hicks's signiticant other and was her riionnuate at the subject property. 

Complainants are both aggric\ ed persons as defined by the Act. 42 U.S.C. § 3602(i). 

10. 	At all times relevant to this ('barge, Respondent Rockford Villa LLC owned the 

property located at 8331 Linden Street, Apartment 21)4, Rockford, Minnesota 55373 

("subject property'' 1. The subject property is a three-level, multifamily apartment 

complex \\ i(11 24 units, including 12 two bedroom apartments, 11 one-bedroom 

apartments, and one efficiency apartment. 

Respondent Laurie liolasek is the iiole member of Respondent Rockford Villa LLC, 

and has been the manager of the subject property since she purchased the property in 

or around 2005. Respondent iiolasek is professionally licensed as a mortgage broker 

and is also the president/owner of Meridian Mortgage, an apartment lending business. 

1 
	

Respondent Rachel Stepanek has been empkw.ed at the subject property since in or 

diound 2t)07. and has lived on-sne for !Ile past ten years. Respondent Stepanek 

reports directly to Respondent 	 nn information and belief, Respondent 

Stepanek is the -onsite manager" of tlic ., Abject property. Her job duties at the subject 

property in dude :dim% Mg available dpiuldnents, renting out units, and cleaning the 

13, in 	iii.i mild i-di 	, l I 	, , mnlatinalis 	-11.ftift. ,ii. 	ii  ,l. 	.1! ! 	 iiiiip:i.rt!.. 
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15. stated the tollowing, 	Pets 	ith()111. :1 pet 	 ;Iddill( 111al 

(1C111)Nli. "(41.11ed Pet .\ 	 1.11C 	Ct`Illaill• no 	1her restriction (Ton animals 

at the il11)1(10 111.( (1)C11 

16. 1)(iring the HUD investigation. Respondent Stepanek admitted that at the time 

Complainants applied for the (nit. she knew that Complainant had a disabilik, but 

was nnaware of the nature of her disability. 

17. On or about May 	201 I. Complainant 	doctor, Dr, 

prescribed an assistance dog for Complainant 	 13 ■,. letter dated May 19, 0 

Dr. 	 informed Complainant 	 landlord that ls Hie has severe heart 

disease that leaves her disabled and an associated  mental condition with all \ 	 Dr. 

also stated in his letter that he prescribe( a "companion dog fur her anxiety H 

to improve her motivation to walk daily."  

During the investigation, HUD contacted Dr. Min who confirmed that 

Complainant 	 needed an assistance dog to help improve her "severe heart 

disease"  and "associated mental condition with anxiety."  Dr. UM turther 

explained that the assistance dog would force Complainant11.11.to "go outside and 

socialize more"  and would "force her to walk which improves her physical and 

psychological status."  

19. 	After Complainant 	 was prescribed an assistance dog, Complainant 
contacted the Top Dog Foundation ("Top Dog"), a non-profit organization that places 

older dugs with seniors and those with disabilities, to begin the process of selecting 

an assistance dog. 

In or  at and Niay 1 	2011, Complainant 	 spoke with Respondent Stepanek 

allow, the subject propert f's policy for assistance animals. Respondent Stepanek 

(anpiairiani 	 that old \ (logs .2,.s pounds )1" less were allowed. .111(1 the 

ere reqiiired to live on the ground level le,, p0rident Stepanek stated that 	i.\ a.s  
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them that she had ;I pl:CM..TIpth)11 lor the dog front her doctor. ('11111pkIlflantailkalso 

II ,...nnyned that --.11e 	 oinaintml an assistance 	later that day. 

23. Il stint! the III 'I) investigation. Respondent Stepanek admitted that she t•e..eil.ed the 

I letter, but denied reeetving the enclosures. 

24. Dining the Ill I) in\ esti2ation, Respondent liolasek also admitted to having received 

letter from Top Dog. stating that Complainant INS ,shmuld.11, allowed to obtain an 

assistanct.. (1(12 at the subject property. 

25. Later in the day on May 2 2. 201 1. Complainant 	adopted a dog named -Haley- 

from Top Dog. flaley is a NA hite Maltese mix weighing approximately 10 pounds. 

26. After receiving the Nlay 22. letter, Respondent Stepanek called Complainant 	to 
repeat her admonition from their previous conversation. that dogs were prohibited 

from living in second 1Thor apartments. In response. romplainamillill explained 
that the pet policy should not apply to her dog because if was not a "pet," but an 
assistance :annuli. Upon information and belief, Respondent Stepanek then told 
Complainant S t hat her option was to move to ihe first floor when a unit became 
available 	that she would have to sign a pet agreement and pay a pet deposit, or 

words to hat effect. 

27. During the EMU investigation, Respondent Stepanek admitted that Complainant 
told her that she needed the dog for her disability. 

On or :(hoist May 22. 2u11. Respondent Stepanek contacted Respondent Holasek by 
tclephime io inform Respondent Flolnsek of the May 22 letter and to inform her that 
Complainants had obtained a doe. During the Ill tD investigation, Respondent 

Stepanek stated that, in this conversation, she told Respondent Holasek that 

had informed her that the doe was for Complainant 1111111111 
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.31. 	Prior to 'he 	2011 lion.iviiewal notice heilig issued. 'omplailiants had paid 
their rent timely and had !wt. heel) notified of di1\ k.omplailits made against them hv 
airy t!.'llatlt, ,It' management, 

32. At H 	t [Inc during (omplainants' tenancy did Respondents .1...k 	discuss 

Complainant 	lisahilitv-related need for the requestc.(.1 accommiqlailon, nor 
challenge 

33. On or about Nlav 26. 2011. Complainants haiid-deli\cred a letter to Respondent 
Holasek. The letter stated that the non-renewal notice was retaliatory and 
di~crinlinilturv, ;Ind it ,t1;4) 	that because ComplainantallOrw 	ph'sicatly and 
mentally disabled, she had the right to continue living with her assistance dog in her 

apartment. 

34. On information and belief. and based on admissions made to HUD by Respondent 
Holasek, there were no first floor units available for rent at the subject property at the 
time that Complainant 111.1"obtained her assistance animal. Respondent Holasek 
also admitted to the HUD investigator that, e% en had there been a first floor unit 
available, she would have charged Complainant a "pet" deposit, and made her 
execute a "pet" agreement for her assistance animal, even though it was not a pet. 

35. According to Complainant 	when he handed the May 26, 2011 letter to 
Respi indent Holasek, she dismissed the letter and stated, "you're still out of here," or 
similar words to that effect. 

36. On June 2, 2011. Complainant filed the complaint that gave rise to this Charge. 

37. On or about hate 6, T'_011, !Our :lays after the 111!D coinplaint \\ as  tiled. 
i.,2cco.cd a iettct from Respondent I rolasek that stated, "[alfter ?diking 

iii 	anorne,.. I h;IVe (let IdCd 	LaIRVI fl1V fit 	n.'nel.\•;11 	lease. 

38. 1 I ■ rnri:ttml.r1t.. 	 l! 

!hat 	issut_.(.1 io ;di tcnants and ',t 	cptitIctj 	pet pvlic, 	criiithIcr " 
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40. Lin Or :IN"! 	. 	 S. 21 0 1. CIIiiirhillantS 	 ihe sithieo propett\ lieeause 
Complainant 	had lost his lt d and they could no longer atfoRI to live at the 
,10-1jeci properi,\ 

41. When Respondents rejected Complainant 	reasonable accommodation request 
to Ike in her .second floor unit \\ nh  an assistance animal, knowing that Complainant 

111111111A 	diNahlcd and had repressed a disability-related need for the assistance 
animal. Respondents denied Complainants an equal opportunity to use and enjoy their 
dwelling in violation of 42 U.S.C. .360411(3)(B). 

42. When Respondents refused to provide Complainant 	with a reasonable 
accommodation by failing to modify.  the subject property's pet policy, Respondents 
imposed discriminator\ terms, conditions or privileges upon Complainants' rental of 
a dwelling based on disability, in violation of 42 U.S.C, § 36040(2)0), (C). 

43. When Respondents made discriminatory statements to Complainants, including 
asserting that all dogs -including assistance animals - were prohibited ['nun living in 
second floor apartments; informing Complainants that there was no exception to the 
rule prohibiting dogs from living above the ground floor; stating that Complainant 

Millidoctor's note %vas uuutticient to permit her to live with a dog in a second 
floor unit; notify* Complainants that they were required to sign a "pet-  agreement 
and pay a "pet-  deposit for the assistance animal; and stating that Complainants 
would have to Incve to the first floor %k,uh their dog, Respondents communicated to 
Complainants a prei .erence. limitation or discrimination, or an intention to make such a 
prelerence, limitation or discrimination, based on disability in violation of 42 U.S.C, 

i4 	When Respoiktents 	omMaimintc 
	notice that !heir lease ‘kould not he 

extended. Just one 	:e„ alter i ompittimiot 
	ohtaint-4.1 	assIsi,ince 
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47. 	omplainants -ere both frustrated ..ts thL", took the approprtne steps Ill .-eckin12. 
rea,orkable aecominot.lation for 	omplainant UMW h\ 	ol•taining 

do%.alinctitation and attempting to contact 	1;.esputtdents, although inistio_es4tif I 
,rior tf krill:2.11w 	a.ssistance animal In)111:.... 

48, 	 I.:! .-1111 	RCTOHdt'lltti lii•Crilnilljt. ColidUCL 

distressed when she \\ as  told her assistance animal could !lot reside with her on the 

second floor and \\ as  told by Respondent I lolasck. "Nlou're out of here by the end of 
the month." Complainant 	 o\ cr\ helmet!;dill "ten I lied at the thow2ht of 
ha\ tine to met\ e immediatel■ and At the thowLin of losing' 	Alter IZespondents 
intOrined Complainant imp that she could not have a -pet" on the second floor and 
that a doclor's letter \1;.1s 	 nip 	-dCt atitated-  and 

hi!Calite Cl"\ 	 111111111Wati cry "UpSet-  and --worried" she 

would In tl 	able to keep I fale■ Moreover. Ci ,mplainantaillialso felt that because 
she did not ha\ c a -visible-  disability, she \\ as  being singled out and picked on" by 
Respondents and being judged by them based on her mental disability. 

49. 	Alter Respondents issued the June It). 2011 pet pone\ reminder n nice to all the 
tfldnts. t )rnplainalm: ‘.‘. ere en; "uncoinfortahle" If inn at theabject property as 
the% Celt -sinLfled-  out by Respondent lolasek's fetter identif■ ing them to all their 
nciuhbors is the owners of the -If ttle white" dog. In ftldition, Comphinantalifelt 
"patanoid [hit •Lne 	Heitu..: watched H Respondents so that the\ could find 
something 	and 	id Complainant,. 	niplainnu 	felt that her rwauhbors 

lore daft fan ;LICL11110 her. 	 luich ?nide f 	 Complainant... 
tt , .;ockiliie \kith leer 1!:.ft‘Jhhen.,.. 
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()()-.1111( ; i ti i , ;3 61 )4(1)(2)0J, 	 (C), §3604(c) and §3617 and requests dial an Order 

be issued that 

1. Pi...chilies that the discrinuntitor,' housing practices of R.espondents, as set forth above, 

i.iolate the Fair f hiusing Act. as ,anended. 12 I 	§§ 3601, et 	: 

2. Enjoins Respondents. their agents. (.imploN ees, and successors, and all other persons in 

actiN e concert or participation pith any of them, from discriminating because of 

disability, against :Inv person in any aspect of the rental or sale of a dwelling; 

. Awards such monetary damages as will fully compensate Complainants ! licks and 

( airily: 

4. Assesses a civil penalty against each Respondent for violation of the Act, pursuant to 42 

U.S.C. .1612(03) and 24 C.F.R. § 180,671; and 

5. Awards any additional relief as may be appropriate, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 3612(g)(3). 
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